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ABSTRACT 

Based on a review of recent research on school 
effects and workplace psychology, this paper hypothesizes that three 
core concepts comprise teacher organizational commitment: (1) belief 
in school goals and student learning ability; (2) intention to remain 
an active member of the school; and (3) willingness to exert extra 
effort on the school's behalf. The academic literature and national 
reports assume that many public school teachers commitment to the 
proper means and ends of education. Since little is actually known on 
the subject, the study summarized in this paper develops and 
empirically tests an index of teacher organizational commitment and 
examines the organizational conditions, processes, and individual 
features affecting it. The study uses the High School and Beyond 
database derived from a nationally drawn stratified probability 
sample of 1,032 high schools; core data were gathered from the 1984 
Administrator and Teacher Survey. Overall, the analysis suggests that 
organizational support, collaboration climate, school orderly 
environment, encouragement for innovation, shared decision making, 
and frequency of supervision directly affect teacher commitment. The 
most powerful predictors of teacher organizational commitment are 
teachers 1 motivation to learn and sense of efficacy. Women tend to 
have higher school commitment than males. Also, years of experience 
correlate negatively with organizational commitment. (Contains 83 
references . ) (MLH) 
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INTRODUCTION 



A growing body of research indicates that the organization of schools affects teachers' 
worklife and personal dispositions and thus may affect how students learn and perform. In 
particular, we know that shared decision making has emerged as an organizational process 
that benefits the work of both teachers and students. Teachers involved in shared decision 
making seem to be engaged in peer collaboration, team teaching, and involved in shared 
teaching goals. Teachers also are committed to student learning (Rosenholtz, 1989; Smylie, 
1990) and students seem to achieve at higher levels (Rosenholtz, 1989), Furthermore, we 
know that teachers' individual predispositions affect their performance in the classroom and 
thus may affect student outcomes (Ashton & Webb, 1986), Qualitative studies also have 
suggested that certain work structures and individual psychological predispositions have 
positive effects on teachers and subsequent student learning (Hart, 1991; Lightfoot, 1984; 
Louis & Smith, 1990; Metz, 1986), 

To date, there has been few detailed analysis of the work structures that affect 
teachers' organizational commitment (Firestone, 1991; Firestone & Rosenblum, 1988; and 
Rosenholtz, 1989); however, no systematic investigation of individual attributes that precede 
commitment across a large sample of schools. This study uses the High School and Beyond 
data to develop a measure of teacher organizational commitment (TOC) and to examine the 
effects of selected contextual features on teacher organizational commitment. 

Based on a review of recent research on school effects and the general theoretical 
literature on the workplace psychology, we argue that three core concepts comprise Teacher 
Organizational Commitment: 1) a belief in the goals of the school, about what students 
should learn and be able to do as they become productive members of society; 2) an 
intention to remain an active member of the school; and 3) a willingness to exert extra effort 
that goes beyond personal interest on behalf of the school Moreover, we argue that these 
three characteristics of individual teachers, when combined, create a powerful effect on other 
teachers and students in the school by influencing them to perform at optimal levels, 

TEACHER ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT: BACKGROUND 

Recent reform documents have called for the complete restructuring of schools 
claiming that the current organization and level of teacher training are inadequate for 
preparing students for the world of work (Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 
1986; National Commission on Excellence, 1983), These reports not only affirm that schools 
have inadequately trained teachers and cumbersome organizational structures, but they also 
maintain that teachers lack enthusiasm, dedication to their own craft and loyalty to the 
workplace. This lack of enthusiasm, loyalty and involvement with students is likely to lead 
to poor performance, low levels of engagement with the goals of the school, and lack of 
effort. In short, many teachers are not committed to the school and do not work hard 
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enough* This, in turn, has a negative effect on students' academic performance, their 
engagement in learning activities, and their intention to remain in school (Rosenholtz, 1989; 
Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, & Fernandez, 1989). 

Although the literature on teacher organizational commitment is limited, several 
studies focus on a variety of problems associated with teacher lack of enthusiasm, dedication, 
and commitment to the school. Thus, some studies noted here only touch on the notion of 
teacher commitment as proposed in this study. For instance, Reyes and Pounder (1992) 
indicate that public school teachers differ significantly in their level of commitment when 
compared with teachers from private schools-public school teachers having lower levels. 
Bryk & Driscoll (1988b) argue that private school teachers have higher levels of satisfaction 
and commitment than public school teachers, Boyer (1983) claims that teacher 
discouragement about their lack of status, bureaucratic pressures on them, and their ability 
to gain rewards and recognition result in teachers not exhibiting a ,r high level of professional 
competence in their work" (pg. 161). He further argues that "we cannot expect students to 
shine unless we brighten the prospects for teachers" (pg. 185). 

Sizer (1984) describes uncommitted high school teachers through a teacher, Horace, 
who plods through his day, meaning well but forced to scatter his energy and efforts across 
a variety of activities which demand his attention. As a result, his teaching is dull, cursory 
and not particularly important to him or to most of his students. Powell, Farrar, and Cohen 
(1985) contend that most school adult-student interactions, including most classroom 
teaching, is characterized by little teacher push, personalization or purpose. As a result, they 
claim that most students are not engaged in learning, but rather drift through high schools 
aimlessly. Furthermore, McNeil (1988) presents a detailed and unhappy picture of teachers 
delivering superficial knowledge and lifeless educational performances which seem unreal 
to their students. More recently, Rosenholtz (1987) contends that teachers' lowered 
commitment (as a response to state-mandated reforms) is associated with a lowered sense 
of teacher efficacy (see also Ashton & Webb, 1986), lowered morale, and leaving teaching 
either physically or mentally. 

The list of factors associated with the reduction of teacher organizational commitment 
is long and growing. These factors include inadequate incentives to attract and retain 
teachers in teaching (Darling-Hammond, 1984; Freedman, Jackson, & Boles, 1983), school 
conditions such as isolation from other teachers and administrators (Lortie, 1975; Sykes, 
1984), excessive standardization and technical prescription from attempts to reform schools 
(Rosenholtz, 1985, 1987), or inadequate educational direction and focus in the school 
(Corcoran, 1985); and school structures such as scheduling that scatters the time resources 
of teachers and encourages impersonality, lack of purpose, lack of sense of community, 
discipline, and effort (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987; Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore, 1982; Powell 
et ai., 19«5). 

In summary, the academic literature as well as the national reports assume that many 
public school teachers lack enough commitment to the proper ends and means of education. 
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Yet, commitment is often undefined or implicitly defined as a state as if that state were a 
well understood. However, whether teachers lack sufficient commitment to their schools, 
their daily work, or to their careers is unknown. Similarly, the likely causes and results of 
teachers commitment are unknown or unclear. Though teaching is tied to an organization 
(Bidwell, 1965; Dreeben, 1973; Lortie, 1975; Reyes, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1987) we know little 
about how schools as organizations influence the commitment of teachers. Rosenholtz, 
(1989) maintains that selected aspects of schools such as amount of paper work required 
might influence teacher organizational commitment. Others assert that commitment is 
influenced by work structures and roles within an organization (Reyes & Shin, 1992; Rowan, 
1990). It is clear that commitment is a complex phenomenon and therefore what influences 
it and what might result from it are just as complex. Consequently, this study provides a 
further analysis on teacher organizational commitment and its correlates. 

Thus, the major purposes of the study are to develop and empirically test an index 
of teacher organizational commitment and to examine the organizational conditions, 
processes and individual features that affect it. Although the two aims of the study are 
conceptually and empirically different, the purposes are deeply interrelated. Should the 
measure prove to be a valid predictor of teachers' selected behavior at schools, then 
theoretical and practical claims about the usefulness of teacher commitment as a concept 
should be tested and refined in later research using such an index. Also, we propose a series 
of related hypotheses involving the TOC construct. In doing so, we rely on human resource 
theory and the general literature on the workplace psychology of schools. The hypotheses 
include two types: organizational processes that seem to promote and sustain teacher 
organizational commitment and individual predictors of it. The analyses of both types of 
predictors provide information on the theoretical significance of teacher commitment by 
providing information on the most powerful variables linked to it and thus producing 
significant theoretical information. Moreover, the analyses reinforce the validity of the 
construct of teacher commitment by showing the strength of relationship among similar 
variables. 

Conceptual Approach and Hypotheses 

The conceptual approach used here is based on two lines of thinking. The first 
theoretical perspective is Human Resource Theory which is based on the works of Argyris 
(1970), McGregor (1960), and McClelland, (1978) who raised theoretical propositions about 
the effects of the organizational conditions and processes on employees. McGregor and 
McClelland, and Argyris theorized that organizations and humans need each other; and that 
in order to capitalize on human talent, the organization must develop processes and 
conditions which lead to meaningful and satisfactory work. Following this line of thinking, 
we hypothesize that certain organizational processes and conditions of schools facilitate the 
formation of teacher organizational commitment and help sustain it. The organizational 
conditions include: administrative support, collaboration climate, orderly school environment, 
encouragement of innovation, union-management climate, among others. Among the 
organizational processes include: shared decision making, supervision activity, professional 
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development activity, and the principal's leadership strategies to facilitate the work of 
teachers. These organizational conditions and processes of schools also have been suggested 
by other scholars as potential predictors of teacher organizational commitment (see 
Goodlad, 1984; Iieberman & Miller, 1984; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Reyes, 1990; 
Reyes, 1992; Rosenholtz, 1989; Rowan, 1990). 

The second theoretical perspective comes from the general literature on work 
psychology that argues that the individual's predispositions have a great deal to do with how 
teachers behave at the workplace (As hton & Webb, 1986; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; 
Reyes, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1989). We hypothesize that some psychological dispositions affect 
teacher organizational commitment. These include: teacher efficacy, motivation to learn, 
social interaction, sense of control, locus of control (see Ashton & Webb, 1986; Little, 1987; 
Little & Bird, 1982; Lortie, 1975; Mclaughlin et al., 1986; Newmann, Rutter, & Smith, 1989; 
Reyes, 1990; Reyes & Pounder, 1992; Rosenholtz 1985, 1987, 1989). The literature also has 
argued that some individual attributes precede organizational commitment. Thus, we 
consider individual attributes such as gender, race, years of experience, and education level 
as predictors of organizational commitment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). Moreover, 
Bacharach, Bamber, and Mitchell (1991) argues some work condition variables correlate with 
commitment. Consequently, we include salary, workload, and tenure as predictors of teacher 
commitment (Aranya, Kushnir, & Valency, 1986). These organizational and individual 
variables have been linked with organizational commitment in isolated studies; however, no 
comprehensive study has analyzed this group of variables in toto, and thus understand their 
predictive power concerning teacher organizational commitment. Consequently, this study 
provides such a comprehensive analysis 

METHOD 

The Data Base and Analytic Sample 

This study uses the Hi gh School and Beyond data base which comes from a nationally 
drawn stratified probability sample of 1032 high schools (for fuller description of HS&B see 
Jones, Knight, and Ingels, 1985). The core data for the current analyses are the teacher and 
principal questionnaires from the Administrator and Teacher Survey (ATS) collected in 1984 
(Moles, 1988). The ATS is a sub-sample of 457 schools form the original HS&B sample. 
This data base contains information on attitudes of teachers and administrators, expectations 
for student achievement and behavior, and school personnel on school policy, goals, and 
work conditions. 

The ATS data base has both advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, the 
researcher is restricted to use proxy measures based on the questions available in the survey. 
For example, the TOC subcomponent of "intention to stay 11 was measured indirectly because 
no items were available to assess such a question directly as in the other components of 
TOC. On the other hand, the ATS survey offers a large nationally representative sample of 
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schools. This ATS feature facilitates analyses of organizational effects difficult to attain in 
qualitative studies. 

To insure greater accuracy in analysis, several data filters were used to select the 
final analytical sample. Missing data on some schools and small within-school samples in 
others reduced the analytic sample to 382 regular public high schools nationwide. Moreover, 
schools in which less than 20 teachers responded to the ATS survey were also deleted. 
Furthermore, we eliminated schools where the majority of the faculty were hired within the 
last two years. The reason being that it takes time to develop a sense a commitment to the 
organization. Thus, the school sample size was further reduced to 302 high schools. In all, 
a sub-sample of about 8000 secondary school teachers comprise the analytic sample used in 
this study, unless otherwise specified. Variations in sample size between analyses reflect case 
deletions resulting from the conventions designed to handle missing data. 

Psychometric Properties of TOC 

In order to operationalize the construct of teacher organizational commitment, we 
created indicators of the three components assumed to measure TOC: belief in the goals of 
the school, intention to remain a member of the institution, and exerting extra effort that 
goes beyond official demands on behalf of the institution (Mowday, Porter & Steers, 1982; 
Reyes, 1990). Overall, 34 items from the 1984 HS&B Supplemental Teacher survey were 
selected as possible indicators of the three core components of TOC, Most of these 34 items 
were measured on the same scale; otherwise, they were standardized. These 34 items were 
used as preliminary indicators of teacher organizational commitment. 

A content analysis of the 34 items was undertaken to make sure the items related to 
the theoretical definition of teacher organizational commitment (for more on procedure see 
Kerlinger, 1987). After several item analyses, twenty items did not fit the theoretical 
definition of TOC and were discarded. Then, a total of 14 items were submitted to a factor 
analysis procedure that yielded three sub-factors measuring teacher organizational 
commitment including only 10 items (see Exhibit 1). Each item correlated at least .45 with 
the overall index of teacher commitment. Furthermore, the TOC overall index was 
moderately correlated with the variable of teacher motivation to learn (r=.48) which 
indicates construct validity (see correlations with other similar variables in Table 2 and 5). 

The outcome of the factor analysis, however, reveals that one of the sub-components 
of TOC was difficult to operationalize given the available survey items (see Exhibit 1). The 
first four items represent the TOC component of "extra effort"; while the next three depict 
the component "school goal consensus 11 . Finally, the last three items illustrate the component 
of "intention to remain a member of the school". However, there were no available items 
to assess directly such a component. Thus, we decided to measure "intention to stay" 
indirectly using items that depicted a sense of community among teachers. Research 
indicates that teachers who feel belong to a community are more likely to remain in such 
an organization (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988a). The rest of the items were discarded. 



Finally to assess the reliability of the combined TOC index, two procedures were 
used* First, the data were grouped by school and analyzed for consistency across schools; we 
used the school mean on every item as the raw score; all items of TOC were treated in the 
same way for each school Thus, we have over 300 scores used to calculate the internal 
consistency of the measure at the school level Second the data were analyzed for reliability 
at the individual level where the individual was the unit of analysis* In both analyses the 
combined TOC index shows high levels of consistency (r=.86 and .89 respectively). Thus, the 
instrument appears robust across schools and individuals* 



INSERT EXHIBIT 1 HERE 

Measures of Organizational Conditions and Processes 

Much has been written in the literature that supports the hypotheses that shared 
decision making, collaboration, and principal leadership strategies as well as other variables 
promote teacher motivation, effort, and morale (Little, 1982; Louis, 1991; Miskel & Ogawa, 
1988; Reyes, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1985). Furthermore, research and other reports assume that 
the organizational processes and conditions of schools can be modified to revive the interest 
and commitment of teachers (Louis & Smith, 1990). Thus, the organizational processes and 
conditions of interest in this study included frequency of supervisory activity, orderly school 
environment, administrative support, shared decision making, collaboration climate, 
encouragement of innovation, principal leadership strategies to facilitate teachers' work, and 
union-management climate. Discussions of these variables have been central to the literature 
on restructuring (see Appendix A for specific items and reliability information). 

Similarly, the education literature supports the hypotheses that individual 
predispositions affect teacher behavior at the workplace (Little, 1990, Reyes & Pounder, 
1992, Reyes, 1990; Louis, 1991). Furthermore, the literature in work psychology supports the 
hypotheses that the psychological predispositions predict affective outcomes such as teacher 
organizational commitment (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; 
Newmann et aL, 1989; Reyes, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1989). Consequently, this study considered 
the following psychological dispositions: teacher sense of efficacy, sense of control, social 
interaction, locus of control, motivation to learn, and involvement with students. We also 
considered attributes of individuals such as gender, race, experience, level of education. 
Finally, we included two variables associated with working conditions. The selection of the 
items were followed after other national studies for both the organizational and individual 
variables. However, further psychometric analyses were done on all items to make sure of 
their consistency and validity (see Appendix A). 

Analytical Approach 

The purpose of this paper is to generate preliminary models that explain teacher 
organizational commitment, thus a series of ordinary least square regressions were estimated. 
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The dependent variable (TOC) was measured and analyzed at the individual level for the 
overall regression analyses. That is, there was no consideration for the within-school variation 
at this stage of the analysis. Given this limitation, then I proceeded to regress the 
hypothesized organizational and individual features assumed to influence teacher 
organizational commitment. Three regression equations were generated; two models assessed 
the effects of organizational and individual variables; the other equation integrated both 
individual and organizational as an overall model, 

FINDINGS 

Overall, the analysis on the organizational model suggests that organizational support, 
collaboration climate, school orderly environment, encouragement for innovation, shared 
decision making, and frequency of supervision have direct effects on teacher organizational 
commitment. This model explained about 60 percent of the variability in teacher 
organizational commitment. Furthermore, among the individual variables motivation to learn, 
teacher efficacy, teacher social interaction, and teacher's sense of control explain about 45 
percent of the variability in teacher organizational commitment. Other variables included in 
the analysis were parental involvement in school, teacher perceptions of student attitudes 
and work habits, and union-management climate. These variables, albeit weakly, also 
explained some of the variability in teacher organizational commitment. 

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations concerning the organizational 
variables used in this study. The correlation matrix among the variables is presented in Table 
2 which reveals that multicoliinearity is not a problem in this study. Most intercorrelations 
are low except where expected. For example, the intercorrelations between leadership and 
organizational support, collaboration, shared decision making, and school orderly 
environment are moderate. These correlations are expected; the literature has shown that 
effective leadership is associated with such variables (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Murphy, 
Weil, Hallinger, & Mitman, 1985; Peterson, 1987; Peterson & Martin, 1990). 

INSERT TABLES 1 & 2 HERE 

Table 3 shows the regression coefficients of effects on teacher organizational 
commitment. Out of the organizational processes variables, collaboration climate has the 
largest effect on teacher organizational commitment (beta=.33). Thirty six percent of the 
variability in teacher commitment was uniquely explained by high levels of organizational 
collaboration. High levels of organizational collaboration promotes high levels of teacher 
organizational commitment. This should come as no surprise since the literature has 
indicated that a high levels of teacher collaboration has been associated with high levels of 
teacher engagement (Louis & Smith, 1990) and healthy school organizations (Hoy, Tarter, 
& Bliss, 1990). Moreover, it has been argued that peer support makes an important 



contribution to teacher's sense of efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986) and to teacher's job 
satisfaction (Hoy et al., 1990; Miskel & Ogawa, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989). 

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 



As indicated in this table, the second most powerful predictor of teacher 
organizational commitment is organizational support (Beta =.28). An additional 14 percent 
of the variability in teacher commitment was explained by the variable of organizational 
support. Previous literature supports the relationship between level of organizational 
commitment and organizational support (McLaughlin, Pfeifer, Swanson-Owens, & Yee, 1986; 
Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989). It is clear that high levels of administrative support for teachers and 
the availability of teaching materials help promote high levels of teacher organizational 
commitment. Furthermore, it is obvious that as the principal and administrative staff act as 
a buffer, sheltering teachers from outside disturbances helps greatly to promote 
organizational commitment. 

Another variable that directly affects teacher organizational commitment is that of 
orderly school environment (beta=.14). This variable explains an additional three percent 
of the variance in teacher organizational commitment. As with organizational climate, this 
variable was expected to affect teacher organizational commitment. It is apparent that where 
schools have fewer discipline problems and disruptions such as student tardiness, class 
cutting, and other interruptions, teachers experience high levels of organizational 
commitment. The literature on school effectiveness has indicted that schools experiencing 
discipline problems are associated with faculties experiencing low morale and low student 
achievement (Lieberman & Miller, 1984; Rosenholtz, 1989). Furthermore, a favorable 
climate seems to promote norms for experimentation (Little, 1987). 

Similarly, teacher commitment to school is influenced by the degree of innovation 
encouraged at the school level (beta=.10). The effect of this variable is somewhat small; 
however, such effect is statistically significant. To encourage innovation is to encourage 
teachers to use their expertise and professional judgement to try new and different ideas in 
the classroom. Teachers feel a sense of control over the events that take place in the 
classroom and thus feel responsible for the success or failure of the experiment. It could be 
argued that teachers benefit from either success and failure; failure or success would provide 
additional information to improve teaching In this study, it is apparent that encouragement 
of innovation is associated with high levels of teacher organizational commitment. 

As with the effect of degree of innovation, the effect of the variable shared decision 
making on teacher organizational commitment is small. However, organizational commitment 
also is positively associated with shared decision making (beta =.07). Shared decision making 
meant being involved with all critical decisions at the classroom level and any decisions 
relating to student learning. Although the beta weight is not as large as with other variables, 
this finding indicates that when teachers are involved in critical decisions their level of 
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organizational commitment increases* Much of the literature has discussed the importance 
of empowering teachers (lieberman & Miller, 1984; McLaughlin et al., 1986; Rosenholtz, 
1989). Shared decision making is a form of empowerment which enhances the commitment 
of teachers towards the goals of the school 

Although its effect is small, teacher organizational commitment is affected by the 
frequency of supervisory behavior at the building level (beta=.05). That is, the frequency of 
principal's supervision of teaching explains some of the variance in teacher commitment to 
the goals of the school. It is clear that the more attention principals pay to teachers the 
more teachers develop commitment to the organization. This finding is not incongruent with 
the literature concerning effective schools. Principals in effective schools provide direction 
for goal consensus, treat teachers as partners, monitor the progress of students, and provide 
professional advice on the most effective tools of teaching (Bossert, Rowan, & Dweyer, 1983; 
Hallinger and Murphy, 1986; Peterson & Martin, 1990). 

The variables of principal leadership, professional development activities, and teacher 
perceptions of student academic achievement did not enter in any of the regression 
equations. This reinforces the previous literature which stated that principal leadership does 
not affect directly what teachers do (Hallinger & Richardson, 1988). As suggested in this 
paper, the principal has an indirect effect on teacher behavior through organizational 
processes. 

Aside from these organization processes variables, the study included three other 
variables that intervene at the organizational level, but are not necessarily organizational 
variables. These variables have an indirect effect on how teachers perform at school. These 
include the level of parental involvement in school matters, teachers' perceptions of student 
attitudes and work habits, and the level of union-administration cooperation as perceived 
by teachers. This study indicates that the variable of parental involvement with school 
matters affects the level of teacher commitment to the school (beta=.07). The effect of 
parental involvement on teacher commitment is small; however, it is apparent that the 
higher teacher-parent interaction about student performance the higher the level of teacher 
organizational commitment. 

Teachers not only pay attention to the level of parental interaction, but also to the 
students they have in the classroom. Teachers mold their own opinions about student 
abilities and work habits and such opinions affect deeply the way teachers conduct the 
classroom (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Rosenholtz, 1985). Thus, the variable of teachers' 
perceptions of student attitudes and work habits has a powerful effect on teachers' efforts 
in the classroom. This study indicates that a positive teacher perception of students' attitudes 
about school and work habits promotes teacher organizational commitment (bet a =.0268). 

Finally, this study also considered the union-management climate as a facilitator of 
teacher organizational commitment. The literature has suggested that a positive union- 
management climate creates an environment in which workers are satisfied and produce at 
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high levels (Bacharach, Conley, & Shedd, 1986; Lawler, 1986), This assumption was partly 
supported in this study. On the average, schools that have a positive union-management 
environment have faculties who are more committed to the school as an organization 
(beta =,05) than those schools that have a negative environment. 

The second model tested in this study included individual variables associated with 
organizational commitment. Overall, the model explained nearly 45 percent of the variance 
in teacher organizational commitment. Tables 4 and 5 present the descriptive statistics 
relating to those variables- and the intercorrelation matrix among variables. The 
intercorrelations among the variables are fairly small except where expected (e.g., years of 
experience and salary); thus there are no reasons to suspect multicollinearity. 



INSERT TABLES 4 & 5 ABOUT HERE 



The most powerful variable that explained teacher organizational commitment was 
teachers' motivation to learn. When teachers have a continuous desire to learn and seek new 
ideas, teachers have a deeper sense of commitment to the school than teachers who are not 
motivated to learn (beta =.37). Twenty-three percent of the variance in teacher 
organizational commitment is explained only by the variable motivation to learn. This finding 
is supported in the academic literature. Rosenholtz, (1989), Metz, (1986), and Louis and 
Smith (1990) reported that engaged teachers spend a great deal of their professional time 
searching for new ideas and learning new techniques to implement in the classroom. This 
motivation to learn covaries with organizational commitment; highly motivated individuals 
are likely to display high levels of engagement in activities that go well beyond expectations 
of a job. 



INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 



As with the variable of motivation to learn, teacher efficacy and satisfaction was a 
powerful predictor of teacher organizational commitment (beta =.32). This variable 
contributed an additional 14 percent in explaining teacher commitment. It is evident that 
when teachers feel successful in the classroom they also have high levels of organizational 
commitment. This finding is consistent with the literature on teacher efficacy; when teachers 
experience a sense of accomplishment and feel good about themselves in the classroom, they 
also seem to work hard in the classroom and be engaged with students and student learning 
Ashton & Webb, 1986; Newmann et al., 1989; Rosenholtz, 1989; Smylie, 1990). 

Although its effect was small, teacher social interaction also predicted teacher 
organizational commitment (beta =.15). It is apparent that the more teachers are involved 
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in school social activities the more they feel a sense of commitment to the school. This 
finding has been supported in the effective schools literature. Schools that have a communal 
type of culture seem to be more effective than those that do not have such a culture (Bryk 
& Thum, 1989; Peterson & Martin, 1990). 

Teacher social interaction enhanced teacher organizational commitment; in this study 
teachers* sense of control produced a similar small effect on teacher commitment to the 
school (beta =.08). Teachers who have input in critical decisions concerning school policy, 
curriculum, student learning, and hiring personnel display high levels of organizational 
commitment. This finding is supported by the literature on teacher empowerment 
(Lieberman & Miller, 1984; Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989). This literature indicates that 
empowered teachers develop ownership of work and thus take responsibility for classroom 
outcomes. 

Gender also influenced the levels of teacher organizational commitment (beta=.08). 
Although the gender effect in predicting teacher commitment is small, women exhibited 
higher levels of commitment to the school then men. Previous research supports this finding 
(Biklen, 1985; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Reyes, 1989; Rosenholtz, 1989). Women's 
higher level of organizational commitment has been attributed to two factors; women seem 
to define careers differently than man and women derive greater satisfaction 
from teaching than males do (Biklen, 1985). 

Teacher workload also predicted organizational commitment. In this study, we found 
a small negative relationship between the number of hours assigned to teachers and their 
level of organizational commitment. It is apparent that the higher the number of extra hours 
assigned the lower the level of teacher commitment to the school (beta =.-.05). This finding 
has been supported in the literature concerning workload; teachers who perceive their 
workload as unfair display lower levels of commitment, morale, and satisfaction than those 
who perceive their workload as fair (Reyes & Imber, 1992). 

Teacher involvement with student concerns influences teacher organizational 
commitment as well In this study, it is clear that the more teachers avoided student 

concerns the lower the levels of organizational commitment (beta=-.Q5). This finding is 
expected. The effective schools literature argues that committed teachers maintain 
themselves engaged in classroom and student-related concerns (Brookover, Brady, & 
Warfield 1981; Edmonds, 1979; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). 

The literature on teacher tenure and employee affective behaviors indicates that 
tenure is a predictor of employee commitment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers 1982; Reyes, 
1989, 1990). In this study, tenure also was a predictor of teacher organizational commitment 
(beta=.04). Although the beta coefficient is small, it indicates that lack of tenure is 
correlated with teacher organizational commitment (the question was coded as l=tenure and 
2=no tenure or not offered). This finding contradicts the current literature which specifies 
the opposite (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). 
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Lastly, teacher locus of control also predicted teacher organizational commitment In 
this study, externals those who blame their lack of success to external factors, have lower 
levels of organizational commitment. Conversely, those teachers who believe that they can 
control success or failure have high levels of commitment (beta= -.04). Although the effect 
of locus of control is small, the literature in this area is clear in that individuals who are 
internals have high levels of need for achievement (McClelland, 1978, 1985). 

Finally, the integrative model explained 62 percent of the variance in teacher 
commitment (See table 7). All the variables presented in both the organizational and 
individual models were picked up in the integrative model; two extra variables were added 
to the integrative model: total years of experience and salary. Total years of experience 
correlates negatively with organizational commitment (beta= -.04) — the more years of 
experience the lower levels of organizational commitment. This is an unexpected finding 
since most of the literature in this area has concluded that a positive relationship exists 
between years of experience and organizational commitment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 
1982). 

The second significant variable in the integrative model is that of salary. A small but 
positive relationship exists between levels of salary and levels of organizational commitment 
(beta -.06)--- the higher the salary the higher the organizational commitment. This finding 
is somewhat contradictory to current perceptions of public school teachers who have been 
perceived not to be interested in salary issues and more concerned with altruism (See Tyack, 
1982). However, the management literat\:re has posed that salary is an important variable 
in predicting employee attitudes (Lawler, 1986; Bacharach, Conley, & Shedd 1989). This 
study shows also that teachers pay attention to salary issues and that salary drives to some 
extent their behavior and attitudes in schools. 
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DISCUSSION 

This article began with a summary of research suggesting that the concept of teacher 
organizational commitment has not been thoroughly studied within the context of 
educational organizations. It was posited that developmental work was needed to understand 
the theoretical nature of the concept and its possible applications in efforts to restructuring 
schools. The article then investigated conditions that promote or impede teacher 
organizational commitment in American high schools. This analysis was accomplished by 
developing three models that incorporated variables assumed to explain teacher 
organizational commitment. 

A measure of teacher organizational commitment was developed using teacher 
perceptions and behaviors gathered from the ATS data set. One of the most important 




findings of the study was that this measure, despite the within-school variability, displayed 
its robustness at the individual-level The psychometric analysis showed that TOC was quite 
reliable* On the other hand, this robustness may be due to the large sample used in the 
study. 

At the same time, the analysis on the organizational processes and conditions that 
predict commitment raised interesting theoretical questions that were pursued in the study. 
Several propositions developed in the literature were confirmed: the extent to which 
organizational conditions and processes contribute to variability in teachers' organizational 
commitment* For example, among the organizational conditions we found a strong 
relationship among administrative support, collaboration climate, orderly school environment, 
encouragement of innovation, union-management climate and faculty commitment to the 
school These organizational conditions generate high levels of teacher organizational 
commitment 

Or ganizational Conditions 

Among the organizational conditions, collaborative efforts is the most powerful 
condition that must be present at school to enhance teacher organizational commitment. 
This study provides a strong argument for increasing collaborative efforts among teachers 
and teachers and administrators within the school It is obvious that strong collaborative 
efforts generate high levels of teacher organizational commitment. The academic literature 
has indicated that collaboration leads to developing a sense of community and goal 
consensus among teachers (Little, 1987). Other scholars have speculated that collaboration 
leads to high levels of employee performance and productivity (Hackman & Walton, 1986). 
On the other hand, Little (1990) indicated that the collaboration taking place in schools lacks 
quality. Despite this limitation, this study calls for greater efforts to enhance teacher 
collaboration at the workplace. Collaboration can only lead to better decision making among 
teachers; moreover, collaboration can only contribute positively to restructure curriculum and 
instruction at the school level. 

This paper also offers a strong argument for enhancing administrative support for 
teachers at the workplace as a condition to increase teacher commitment to school. Teachers 
who see their principal, department chair, or any other administrator involved in improving 
teaching and instruction, involved in solving problems faced by staff, and in providing 
necessary materials to support instruction, have high levels of organizational commitment. 
To put it simply: effective administrators lead the way or let someone else lead in dealing 
with the issues affecting teachers, and genuinely care about the individual teacher. Effective 
leaders make a difference and enlist teacher commitment to a course of action (Bennis & 
Nanus, 1985). Ineffective leaders only create obstacles for teachers and truncate the mission 
of the school. Thus, this study urges the administrator using the old concepts of bureaucratic 
management to rethink the way schools are run. It is obvious that schools cannot be run as 
an assembly-line type of organization. Schools are comprised of professionals who need a 
high degree of autonomy and support to do what is best for children. 
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Orderly school environment was found to be another organizational condition 
facilitating teacher organizational commitment. This finding implies teachers have high levels 
of commitment to the school when student misbehavior, tardiness, and class cutting are 
absent in schools. The literature has indicated that principals need to pay attention to these 
matters to support teachers. Consequently, this study is a source of encouragement to 
principals to develop specific strategies to minimize such student misbehaviors and to 
develop an environment conducive for learning. 

Furthermore, this study suggests that the more teachers are allowed to experiment 
and innovate in the classroom the more they develop commitment to the school. This finding 
has been supported repeatedly in the literature which suggests that employees sense of 
efficacy increases when they are free from bureaucratic organizational constraints. Thus, 
school principals may consider challenging the status quo in the school by providing ample 
opportunity for teachers to engage in experimentation and the testing of innovative ideas 
at the workplace. The principal does not have to be the creator of these ideas; but the 
principal,at least should recognize, support, and encourage teachers to challenge the system 
and to experiment with new ideas. 

The final organizational condition affecting teacher organizational commitment is the 
type of union-management climate. Although the effect of this organizational condition is 
small, it is a finding that has been supported elsewhere. For example, Bacharach, Conley, 
and Shedd,(1990) and Lawler, (1986) have indicated that effective managers maintain 
excellent relationships with their labor unions. 

Or ganizational Processes 

Among the organizational processes, shared decision making and supervisory activity 
significantly predicted teacher organizational commitment. On the other hand, professional 
staff development activities and principal leadership did not. 

Shared decision making contributed to explain variability in teacher organizational 
commitment. However, the magnitude of the beta weight does not provide a strong 
argument for or against shared decision making. Even though shared decision making has 
been supported in the literature as a form of school restructuring (The Carnegie Forum, 
1986), it is clear from the findings of this study that shared decision making, at least in its 
present form, does not affect powerfully teacher behavior and attitudes about school. The 
reasons behind this finding cannot be surmised form the data used herein. Nonetheless, the 
current version of school shared decision making which tends to limit teachers to an advisory 
role, may explain such a finding. Moreover, teachers who participate in shared decision 
making structures, see such participation as an added task to their normal load. Meetings 
interrupt or take place after teachers finish their teaching assignments and they are not 
compensated for the extra duties attached to shared decision making. Furthermore, the 
processes of shared decision making are ill-defined (input, advisory, decisions, etc.) and thus 
confusion abounds among teachers concerning the parameters or boundaries of their roles 
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in decision making (Reyes and Wagstaff, 1992)* Teachers feel confused and disinterested in 
an ambiguous structure* 

Similarly, the number of staff development activities did not predict teacher 
organizational commitment. Staff development is an important activity to revitalize the 
teacher work force if properly implemented* This study suggests the opposite. However, this 
finding may be explained as follows. Staff development activities are generally designed 
either with a narrow purpose, or with general purposes with few teachers benefitting from 
the experience. Such activities are designed without teacher involvement. Thus, the potential 
value of the staff development activity is lost and teachers rarely benefit from such 
professional development work. 

The finding most surprising here contradicts the conventional thinking about 
supervision activity. Supervision of teachers has been assumed to be another bureaucratic 
imposition in which teachers are simply treated as non-professionals. The findings here 
suggest that supervisory activity is needed to promote teacher commitment. The reasons 
behind this finding are unclear. However, it could be assumed that as teachers get more 
attention from the school principal they have a clearer sense of the school mission and thus 
develop high levels of commitment to the school. More work needs to be done in this area 
to understand such a finding. 

Dispositions, Attributes, and Work Conditions 

Concerning the psychological dispositions that predict teacher organizational 
commitment, several propositions suggested in the literature were ratified: teacher 
motivation to learn, efficacy, social interaction, sense of control, involvement with students, 
and locus of control are associated with variability in teacher organizational commitment. 
Among the individual attributes hypothesized to predict teacher commitment to the school 
only gender was found to be related to commitment. Moreover, tenure, workload, and salaiy 
were the work conditions found to affect teacher commitment to school. 

This study shows that the most powerful predictors of teacher organizational 
commitment are teachers' motivation to learn and sense of efficacy. In general, teachers 
highly motivated to learn seem to have also high levels of commitment to the school. This 
finding supports the idea of teacher experimentation. That is, those teachers highly 
motivated to learn may need more freedom to experiment and innovate in the classroom, 
It appears also that teachers who feel successful in providing excellent education to all 
students have high levels of organizational commitment. The reasons behind the findings 
are not clear; unfortunately, we lack a strong theory to account for these results. Some 
scholars contend that perceptual differences should be treated as "raters' bias" (James & 
Jones, 1974). However, it is possible that these differences in teacher motivation to learn, 
may hinder teachers' ability to pursue collaborative relationships as suggested earlier. If this 
is the case, then there are important implications for efforts to restructure schools. The 
results suggest that teachers who are highly motivated to learn, have a high sense of efficacy, 
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and seem to take an analytical view of their work and are more likely to develop 
commitment to the school Thus, the composition of the teacher workforce within a school 
may affect the extent to which school reform gets implemented and executed. 

The analysis demonstrated that teachers' social interaction and involvement with 
students, and sense of control affect their levels of organizational commitment. These 
findings are consistent with the literature on school restructuring, which calls for supportive 
work relationships, participative decision making, and high levels of staff cooperation. It is 
obvious that teacher involvement in the local culture provides them with a feeling of 
integration. More importantly, this sense of community makes an important contribution to 
teachers' sense of efficacy and their sense of control. Thus, reformers may consider staff 
involvement in the school culture and empowering teachers with critical decision making as 
tools to accomplish school reform. 

Lastly, two other variables contributed to variability in teachers* organizational 
commitment: teacher perceptions of student academic attitudes and work habits and parent- 
teacher interaction about student academic performance. The teacher perception variable 
implies that student engagement in academic work promotes teacher organizational 
commitment-a finding which has been supported in the literature (Louis & Smith, 1990). 
Similarly, the variable of parent-teacher interaction indicates that teachers' commitment 
increases as teachers and parents interact frequently about student academic performance. 
The reasons behind this finding are not clear, however one may be that teachers see a 
partnership (between both parents and teachers) which promotes teacher commitment. 
More research is needed in this area to uncover the effects of parental participation in 
school and teacher organizational commitment. 

Among the individual attributes, gender and years of experience explained teacher 
organizational commitment variability. The literature has documented that gender has been 
a predictor of commitment; women are more likely to have higher levels of commitment to 
the school than males (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). On the other hand, the results from 
the integrative model indicated that years of experience correlated negatively with 
organizational commitment. This finding also contradicts the current literature which 
indicated that a positive relationship exists between the two. It may be that teachers, as the 
years accumulate and their idealism gets eroded by the school bureaucracy, stop their efforts 
to innovate and experiment in the classroom and thus develop other interests away fiom 
their workplace. If this is the case, then reformers need to develop different strategies to 
maintain veteran teachers engaged in the school. This suggests that more attention needs 
to be given in the reform literature to the problems faced by veteran staffs as restructuring 
takes place at the school level. 

Finally, among the work conditions variables workload, tenure, and salary facilitated 
teacher organizational commitment. Although the effect of these variables is low on teacher 
commitment, tenure and workload are negatively related to commitment. Teachers lacking 
tenure are more committed to the school than those tenured. This may be explained by the 
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fact that teachers who are untenured are commonly beginning a career in education and 
have high levels of enthusiasm and commitment (Reyes, 1990); while veteran teachers 
already understand the system and have no expectations to advance as professionals (Lortie, 
1975). Similarly, the effect of salary on teacher organizational commitment is minimal. The 
findings do not offer a strong argument for increasing salaries to enhance teacher 
commitment to the school At the same time, the study offers no argument for decreasing 
salary levels* 



CONCLUSION 

This article presented preliminary work concerning the organizational processes and 
individual attributes that predict teacher organizational commitment. We used two levels of 
analyses concerning both predictors: the organizational group of predictors and individual 
attributes. Moreover, although we did not measure the within level of variability of teacher 
organizational commitment as suggested in other studies (Raudenbush & Bryk, 1988; Rowan, 
Raudenbush, & Kang, 1991), we found that the measure of organizational commitment was 
quite robust at the aggregate level. But, this high reliability may be due to the large sample 
employed in this study; thus, more studies are needed to assess the reliability and validity 
of the teacher organizational commitment measure. 

Theoretically, this research has developed a beginning to understand the concept 
of commitment within the education organization context. More work needs to be developed 
in this area to have a complete understanding of the theoretical nature of the concept of 
organizational commitment. For instance, some of the work presented here contradicts the 
conventional literature in this area; more studies are needed to substantiate those claims. 
Why total years of experience and tenure are negatively related to teacher organizational 
commitment? Is it the type organization used as the unity of analysis? Or is it a function of 
the sample? How is organizational commitment developed in non-for-profit organizations 
where a labor-intensive and a not-easy to define product is expected? Questions such as 
those and more need to be pursued in later work. 

At another level, this paper presents a strong argument for involving school 
administrators in the second wave of educational reform. The current literature on 
professionalization has somewhat ignored the effect of school administrators on teachers and 
students (see the reforms in Rochester, NY and Chicago, IL where principals serve at the 
pleasure of local councils). The data presented here illustrates the organizational conditions 
and processes administrators need to use to enhance teacher organizational commitment. 
These findings suggest that at least under the current system administrators can do a great 
deal to improve teacher commitment. 

Furthermore, there are some implications for restructuring schools. It is obvious from 
this data base that high schools cannot be places where a centralized governance structure 
is present and administrators make all critical decisions. Teachers are highly educated 
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stakeholders who have every right to be involved in critical decision making, to be involved 
in determining what is best for their students. High schools need, then, to be 
reconceptualized as communities of learning where teachers engage in continuous 
improvement, collaborate with colleagues in every aspect of curriculum and pedagogy, 
experiment with new ideas without being fearful of punishment from a higher authority. The 
high school needs to be a place where teachers and children come to learn; a place where 
teachers and administrators are equals and working towards a common goal-~the education 
of all children. 

In summary, we demonstrated that a relationship exists between certain organizational 
conditions and processes and teacher organizational commitment suggesting that such 
organizational variables can be manipulated to increase the probability that teachers remain 
engaged and productive at the workplace. We also noted the importance of school 
leadership as a critical factor in restructuring schools. Concerning the model, we pointed out 
that this preliminary work needs to be developed further; nonetheless, we think that the 
model developed in this effort can be used as a broad plan of action to restructure schools. 
Given the current problems of student achievement, the lack of excellent teachers, and the 
changing demographics (Hodgkinson, 1985; Yates & Ortiz, 1991), we cannot afford to ignore 
the problem of low teacher organizational commitment. In this study, we suggested that 
several organizational features of schools can be restructured to promote teacher 
commitment to the proper ends and means of education. 
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APPENDIX A 

Independent Variables 
(items from 1984 HSB Teacher Questionnaire) 



Individual Teacher Variables 
Teachers' sex 

T37 What is your sex? 
Teacher race 

T39 What is your race? 
Teacher Tenure 

T45 Do you have tenure or its equivalent in your school? 
Teacher Total Years of Experience 

T40 Prior to this year, how many years of experience have you had as a full time teacher? 
Teacher Education 

T41 What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
Teacher Salary 

T46 What is your annual salary from your school before taxes? 

Efficacv/Sa tisfaction alpha = .74 (Measured on 4-point scale; l=not successful; 4=very 
successful.) 

T17 To what extent do you feel successful in providing the kind of education you would like 
to provide for most of your students? 

T32 How much of the time do you feel satisfied with your job in this school? 

Sense of Control Over Classroom Practices alpha = .74 

T02 How much control do you feel you have in your classroom over each of the following 
areas of your planning and teaching? (Measured on a 6-point scale; l=no control; 
6=complete control.) 

a. Selecting textbooks and other instructional materials. 

b. Selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught. 

c. Selecting teaching techniques. 

d. Disciplining students. 

e. Determining the amount of homework to be assigned. 
Motivation to Learn 

T19X Teachers in this school are continually learning and seeking new ideas. (6-point scale; 
l=strongly disagree; 6=strongly agree.) 

Internal Locus of Control 

T19F My success or failure in teaching students is due primarily to fact >rs beyond my control 
rather than to my own effort and ability. (6-point scale.) 
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Teacher Social Interaction 

T12 Since the beginning of the current year, how often have you participated in 

predominantly faculty social activities (such as potlucks, musical activities, special group 
efforts to help a colleague)? 

(0=Never; 1=1-2 times; 2=3-5 times; 3=6-9 times; 4=10-20 times; 5=more than 20 
times.) 

Workload alpha = .80 

T21A-K In addition to the hours you are assigned to teach, about how many hours outside of 
class do you spend each week in each of the following activities? (Measured on a 7- 
point scale; l=less than 15 hours; 7=more than 30 hours.) 

• Hall duty, study hall, lunch room 

• Completing forms and administrative paperwork 

• Preparing lessonsAectures 

• Background reading in subject area 

• Contacting employers on students' behalf 

• Conducting makeup work for students 

• Counseling students 

• Coaching 

• Directing non-athletic extracurricular activities 

• Non-school sponsored activities with students 

• Tutoring students 

Teacher Involvement with Student Concerns 

T19H I try to avoid getting involved in students' personal concerns. (6-point scale; l=strongly 
disagree; 6=strongly agree.) 

Organizational Variables 

Student Academic Attitudes and Work Habits 

T19cc The attitudes and habits my students bring to my class greatly reduce their chances for 
academic success. (6-point scale; l=strongly disagree; 6=strongly agree.) 

Administrative Supp ort alpha = .79 

T03 To what extent has each of the following helped you to improve your teaching or solve 
an instructional or class management problems? (6-point scale; l=no help; 6=extremely 
helpful.) 

•a. Principal or school head. 

b. Other school level administrators. 

c . Department Chair 

T19s This school's administration knows the problems faced by the staff. (6-point scale.) 

T19w The school administration's behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging. 

T19z Necessary materials (e.g., textbooks, supplies, copy machine) are readily available as 
needed by the staff. 
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Shared Decision Making alpha = .78 

T01 How much influence do teachers have over school policy in each of the areas below? 
(6-point scale; l=none; 6=a great deal.) 

a. Determining student behavior codes. 

b . Determining the content of in-service programs. 

c. setting policy on grouping students in classes by ability. 

d. Establishing the school curriculum. 

T19q Staff are involved in making decisions that affect them. (6-point scale.) 

T19y The principal seldom consults with staff members before he/she makes decisions that 
affect us. 

Orderly School Environment alpha = .75 (Measured on a 6-point scale.) 

T19G The level of student misbehavior and/or drug or alcohol use in this school interferes with 
my teaching. 

T19p The amount of student tardiness and class cutting in this school interferes with my 
teaching. 

T19A The learning environment in this school is not conducive to school achievement for most 
students. 

T19aa Teachers are expected to help maintain discipline in the entire school, not just their 
classroom. 

Collaboration Climate alpha = .72 (Measured on a 6-point scale.) 

T19d You can count on most staff members to help out anywhere, anytime-even though it 
may not be part of their official assignment. 

T19dd. There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff members. 

T19b Staff members in this school generally don't have much school spirit. 

Encouragement of Innovation alpha = .70 (Measured on a 6-point scale.) 

T19t In this school I am encouraged to experiment with my teaching. 

T19jj The principal is interested in innovation and new ideas. 

Principal Leadership alpha = .85 (Measured on a 6-point scale.) 

T19i The principal does a poor job of getting resources for this school. 

T19j The principal deals effectively with pressures from outside the school that might interfere 
with my teaching. 

T19k The principal sets priorities, makes plans, and sees that they are carried out. 

T19r The principal knows what kind of school he/she wants and has communicated it to the 
staff. 
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T19hh The principal lets staff members know what is expected of them. 

Professional Development Time alpha = .69 (Measured on a 6-point scale; 0=none; 5=5 or more 
half days.) 

T04 Since the beginning of the current school year, how many half-days have you spent in 
in-service programs that were held for. . . 

a. The whole staff together? 

b. A smaller group (e.g., as a department, staff in a special program or a group of 
volunteers)? 

Supervisory Activity (Measured on a 6-point scale.) 

T15 Since the beginning of the current school year, how many times has the department head 
or any other supervisor observed your teaching? 

(0=Never, 3=3-4 times; 5=10 more more times.) 
Related Variables 

Parental C oncern with Student Achievement (Measured on an 8-point scale.) 

T05 Since the beginning of the current school year, how many students' parents (or 

guardians) have you talked with individually regarding their child's classroom 

performance? 

(l=None; 8=60 more student's parents.) 
Union-Management Climate (Measured on a 6-point scale.) 

T19LL The teachers' union (or educational association) and the school administration work 
together work together to improve the achievement of students in this school. 

Perception of Student Academic Ability alpha = .62 

T09 How would you rate the average academic ability of students when they enter this 

school? (5-point scale; l=much above the national norm; 5=much below national norm.) 

T10 Percent of students above school average this year. (6-point scale; 1=0-9 percent; 6=90- 
100 percent.) 

T19L Many of the students I teach are not capable of learning the material I am supposed to 
teach them. (6-point scale.) 
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TABLE 1 • MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
OF ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES 



Variable 


Mean 


Std. Dev 


UNION-MGMT. COM. 


3.108 


1.501 


PARENT CONCERN 


4.363 


1.764 


SUPERVISION 


2.517 


1.259 


PER. STUD. AA 


3.770 


1.559 


ORD. SCHOOL ENVIRO. 


21.127 


4.727 


ORG. SUPPORT 


26.096 


6.902 


SHARED D.M. 


20.090 


6.058 


COLLAB. CLIM 


11.644 


3.291 


INNOVATION 


7.874 


2.506 


LEADERSHIP 


21.143 


5.807 


PROF. DEVLOP. 


5.398 


2.653 


STUD ATT HAB 


3.109 


1.009 
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TABLE 3 • REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF EFFECTS ON 
TEACHER ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 



Model = Organizational Variables 



Independent Variable 





B 


SEB 


Beta 


COLLAR CLIMATE 


.714988 


.0102 


.32907* 


ADMIN. SUPPORT 


.292554 


.0113 


.28101* 


ORDER SCHOOL ENVIRO. 


.207938 


.0110 


.13782* 


INNOVATION 


.262566 


.0111 


.09176* 


PARENT/CONCERN 


.281675 


.0088 


.06937* 


STUD AH HAB 


.339147 


.0099 


.07262* 


SHARE D.M. 


.078206 


.0112 


. .06522* 


UNI-MGMT CLIM 


.258978 


.0100 


.05436* 


SIIPFRVTSTON 


2657 S 6 


0090 


04712* 


(Constant) 


12.17811 


.4943 




Multiple R .75277 
R Square .56666 
Adjusted R .56595 








Analysis of Variance: 










Df 


Sum of Squares 


Mean Square 


Regression 
Residual 


9 

5516 


158819.03 
121454.55 


17646.55 
22.01 



F = 801.439 SigF = .000 

♦Significant at p<.0001 



TABLE 4 - MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES 



Yariabk 


Mean 


Std, E>CY 


TSEX 






TRACE 






TTENURE 


1.377 


.677 


TTYEXP 


9.7807 


3.236 


TEDUC 


5.533 


.965 


TSALARY 


3.950 


1.324 


TEFFIC 


5.980 


1.053 


TCTRL 


25.426 


3.676 


TWKLOAD 


32.576 


9.392 


TLOCUS OF CONTROL 


3.419 


1.724 


TMOTIV 


3.868 


1.250 


TSOCINTER 


2.512 


1.119 


TINV STUD 


2.805 


1.386 
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TABLE 6 - REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF EFFECTS ON 
TEACHER ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 



Model = Individual Variables 



Independent Variable 





B 


SEB 


Beta 


TMOTTVLEARN 


2.1670 


.0091 


.37456* 


TEFFICACY 


2.2295 


.0097 


.32445* 


TSOCINT 


.9187 


.0090 


.15083* 


TSENSE OF CONTROL 


.1635 


.0094 


.08190* 


TSEX 


1.0492 


.0089 


.07326* 


TWORK LOAD 


-.3005 


.0088 


-.05943* 


TINVOLWSTUD 


-.2756 


.0089 


-.05324* 


TTENURE 


.4940 


0089 


04755* 


TLOCUS OF CTRL 


-.1717 


.0093 


-.04137* 


Multiple R .65239 
R Square .42562 
Adjusted R .42484 








Analysis of Variance: 










Df 


Sum of Squares 


Mean Square 


Regression 
Residual 


10 
7388 


159671.46 
215482.43 


15967.14 
29.16 



F = 547.44 Sig F = .0000 

♦Significant at p<.005 
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TABLE 7 - REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF EFFECTS ON 
TEACHER ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 



Mixed Model = Individual & Organizational Variables 



Independent Variable 





B 


i SEB 


Beta 


COLLAR CLIM 


.6149 


.0118 


.28275* 


ADMIN. SUPPORT 


.2689 


.0126 


.25857* 


EFFICACY 


1.4332 


.0106 


.21096* 


MOTIVLEARN 


.6772 


.0117 


.11684* 


TSOCINT 


.4903 


.0009 


.08350* 


ORDER SCHOOL ENVIRO 


.1546 


.0117 


.09527* 


PARENT CONCERN 


.1984 


.0095 


.04748* 


INVOL W STUDTS 


-.2148 


.0095 


-.04178* 


UNION-MGMT CLIM 


.1972 


.0107 


.04203* 


INNOVATION 


.1073 


.0120 


.03954* 


SEX 


.7715 


.0098 


.05516* 


WORKLOAD 


.0317 


.0097 


-.04106* 


SHARE D.M. 


.0634 


.0119 


.04899* 


SALARY 


.3614 


.0113 


.06359* 


TOTAL YEARS EXP. 


-.0922 


.0110 


-.04027* 


SUPERVISION 


.1890 


.0097 


.03494* 


PERSTUDAA 


.1870 


.0103 


.02618* 



Multiple R .78906 
R Square .62261 
Adjusted R .62111 

Analysis of Variance: 

Df Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 17 133335.81 7843.28 

Residual 4271 80819.31 18.92 

F = 414.488 SigF = .0000 

♦Significant at p<.0015 



ERIC 
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